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REMARKS 

Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for the careful consideration given 
the present application. The application has been carefully reviewed in light of the 
Office action, and amended as necessary to more clearly and particularly describe 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 3, and 5-12 remain in the application. Claims 2 and 4 have been 
cancelled herein. Claims 1, 3, 6-8 and 10 have been amended herein, but no new 
matter has been added. 

The Examiner objects to the Specification for not including disclosure 
supporting "parallel arrangement" language used within claim 1 . Claim 1 has been 
amended to remove such language, and the amended language is fully supported 
by applicant's Specification and Drawings as described in detail below. Withdrawal 
of the Examiner's objection to the Specification is requested. 

Claims 1-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. Specifically, the Examiner objects 
to the wording in claim 1 , "the magnetron faces being arranged beside each other in 
parallel and at a distance from the supporting and transporting means". Applicant 
has amended claim 1 to include a rotating drum and amended the claimed 
orientation of the magnetron faces to be relative to the rotating drum. Such 
orientation is fully supported by the disclosure within the Specification and Drawings. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 , 3 and 5-12 under §112, 
first paragraph, is respectfully requested. 

Claim 8 has been objected to for not indicating the antecedent basis of the 
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claimed gas in relation to the gas claimed in claim 1, from which claim 8 depends. 
Claim 8 has been amended so that the gas claimed therein is the same as the gas 
stated within claim 1. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection to claim 8 is 
respectfully requested. 

The Examiner has further objected to the terms "means for supplying a 
process gas" and "means for maintaining a constant reduced pressure" within claim 
1 . These terms have been removed from amended claim 1 . 

The Examiner has also objected to the term "means for circulating a cooling 
medium through the channels" within claim 10. This term has been removed from 
amended claim 10. 

Claims 1-2 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. 5,339,584 to Ohtake et al. (hereinafter Ohtake). For the following reasons, the 
Examiner's rejection is traversed. 

Ohtake is directed to a synthetic resin window for automotive vehicles. The 
window may include a hard coated layer formed by a plasma-enhanced CVD 
process using a high frequency magnetron cathode, wherein plasma is confined by 
a magnetic field to achieve a higher plasma density, while high frequency voltage is 
applied to excite the molecules themselves and thereby promote decomposition of 
gas. 

Regarding amended claim 1, Ohtake fails to disclose "a rotating drum for 
supporting and transporting a web material lying against a circumferential surface of 
the drum, the drum being one of electrically grounded, electrically floating, and 
negatively biased" as required. Rather Ohtake discloses a supply roll 51 and a 
winding roll 57. However, there is no disclosure in Ohtake that either of these 
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elements includes any electrical properties that would be used within treatment of 
the resin film supported on the supply roll or winding roll or these components used 
as an electrode. 

Additionally, Ohtake fails to disclose a plurality of magnetron electrodes with 
"each magnetron electrode being powered with an alternating voltage by its own 
power supply unit", as required. Rather, Ohtake discloses multiple cathodes in an 
example device (Figure 1 7 of Ohtake), but does not state in what manner they are 
powered. One skilled in the art would assume that the voltages applied to each of 
the cathodes of Ohtake would be the same and, as such, the cathodes would be 
powered by a common power supply. This is in contrast to the manner in which the 
electrodes of the claimed invention are powered (individually). 

Additionally, Ohtake fails to disclose magnetron electrodes that "are arranged 
with the magnetron faces facing the circumferential surface of the drum and at a 
same distance therefrom , the lengths of the magnetron faces extending parallel to a 
drum axis and the widths of the magnetron faces extending substantially tangential 
to the circumferential surface", as required. Rather, as previously stated, Ohtake 
does not disclose a rotating drum as claimed within Applicant's claim 1 and, also 
doesn't disclose a spatial relationship between a drum and magnetron electrode as 
claimed, specifically magnetron faces facing the circumferential surface of the drum 
and at a same distance therefrom. 

Finally, Ohtake fails to disclose " gas supply lines that extend between 
neighboring magnetron faces or within the magnetron faces and substantially 
parallel to the drum axis", as required. Rather, Ohtake is silent regarding the 
manner in which gas is introduced into the vacuum chamber. Specifically, the 
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position of any gas supply line is not disclosed. 

Because several features of amended claim 1 are not disclosed by Ohtake, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 3 and 8 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Ohtake in view of 
Japanese Patent 631 12441 to Enjoji (hereinafter Enjoji). For the following reasons, 
the rejection is traversed. 

Enjoji is directed to a device for sputtering window glass that is to serve as a 
vehicle window. The device comprises a vacuum chamber and, arranged therein 
two target cathodes, the targets consisting of the material to be sputtered. The glass 
is moved past the cathodes at a distance therefrom and supported by a transfer belt. 
A process gas adapted to the sputtering step is supplied to the vacuum chamber 
immediately upstream of the target serving the corresponding sputtering step. 

Regarding claims 3 and 8, and specifically the placement of gas supply lines, 
Applicant believes that the teaching of Ohtake and Enjoji are in different fields and 
that there are/were no design incentives or market forces or other motivation which 
would have prompted adaptation of the device known in Ohtake to include features 
of the device in Enjoji. Ohtake regards a plasma enhanced CVD process, wherein 
material for coating a hard surface in a window is supplied directly from a process 
gas . In contrast, Enjoji regards a sputtering process where material for coating a 
window comes instead from a solid electrode . In sputtering, a process gas is used 
to bombard the electrode to free the material therefrom. Because the gas in the 
contrasting processes is used for different purposes, there is no incentive to use the 
Enjoji gas process or device variations in Ohtake. Because such incentive is 
lacking, the combination of references is believed to be improper. 
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Further, claims 3 and 8 depend from claim 1 , and are believed to be allowable 
for the reasons stated above concerning claim 1. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 3 and 8 under 
§1 03(a) is respectfully requested. 

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ohtake and Enjoji and further in view of U.S. publication 20010010207 to Yamamato 
et al. (hereinafter Yamamato). For the following reasons, the Examiner's rejection is 
traversed. As previously stated, it is believed that the combination of Ohtake and 
Enjoji is improper. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 5 is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 4 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohtake in view of U.S. 5322605 to Yamanishi (hereinafter 
Yamanishi). For the following reasons, the Examiner's rejection is traversed. 

Yamanishi is directed to a sputtering device comprising a vacuum chamber 
and arranged therein a target magnetron cathode and a stationary substrate holder 
facing the magnetron cathode. The vacuum chamber further comprises two gas 
introduction devices for supplying a reactive gas to the chamber and a discharge 
gas to the target. 

Yamanishi is comparable to the Enjoji reference described above, as both 
disclose a sputtering process. As previously stated, the plasma enhanced CVD 
process of Ohtake and a sputtering process are different due, at least, to the 
different use of process gasses therein. Thus, there is no incentive or motivation to 
use the sputtering gas process (of Enjoji or Yamanishi) or device variations thereof 
in Ohtake. Because such incentive is lacking, the combination of the Ohtake and 
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Yamanishi references is believed to be improper. 

Claim 6 also depends from claim 1 and is believed to be allowable for the 
reasons stated above regarding claim 1. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 6 under §1 03(a) is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ohtake in view of Yamanishi and German Patent 3735162 to Tokai et al. For the 
following reasons, the Examiner's rejection is traversed. As previously stated, it is 
believed that the combination of Ohtake and Yamanishi is improper. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 7 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 9 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatenable over Ohtake in view of U.S. 4,738,761 to Bobbio et al. (hereinafter 
Bobbio). For the following reasons, the Examiner's rejection is traversed. 

Bobbio is directed to a shared current loop, multiple field apparatus and 
process for plasma processing. The device includes a multi-part cathode associated 
with an electron current loop and multiple, independent electric fields for use in 
processing semiconductor wafers and manufacturing integrated circuits. 

Even if the references were combined in the manner proposed by the 
Examiner, the present invention would not result. Further modification of the 
combination would be required to arrive at the claimed invention. 

As previously stated, Ohtake fails to disclose "a rotating drum for supporting 
and transporting a web material lying against a circumferential surface of the drum, 
the drum being one of electrically grounded, electrically floating, and negatively 
biased." Bobbio fails to cure the deficiencies of Ohtake in this regard. Bobbio does 
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not teach the treatment of a web of material and does not teach the use of a drum 
for supporting such a web, but instead teaches the treatment of objects in a wafer 
form. 

Also, as previously stated, Ohtake fails to disclose magnetron electrodes that 
"are arranged with the magnetron faces facing the circumferential surface of the 
drum and at a same distance therefrom, the lengths of the magnetron faces 
extending parallel to a drum axis and the widths of the magnetron faces extending 
substantially tangential to the circumferential surface". As Bobbio also does not 
teach the use of a drum, such spatial releationships between magnetron faces and a 
drum are also not taught. 

For at least the reasons stated above, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 9 and 10 under §1 03(a) is respectfully requested. 

Claims 11 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohtake in view of U.S. 6,306,265 to Fu et al. For the following 
reasons, the Examiner's rejection is traversed. 

Fu is directed to a magnetron, especially advantageous for low-pressure 
plasma sputtering or sustained self-sputtering having reduced area but full target 
coverage. The magnetron includes an outer pole face surrounding an inner pole 
face with a gap therebetween. 

Even if the references were combined in the manner proposed by the 
Examiner, the present invention would not result. Further modification of the 
combination would be required to arrive at the claimed invention. 

As previously stated, Ohtake fails to disclose "a rotating drum for supporting 
and transporting a web material lying against a circumferential surface of the drum, 
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the drum being one of electrically grounded, electrically floating, and negatively 
biased." Fu fails to cure the deficiencies of Ohtake in this regard. Fu does not teach 
the treatment of a web of material and does not teach the use of a drum for 
supporting such a web, but instead teaches the treatment of objects in a wafer form. 

Also, as previously stated, Ohtake fails to disclose magnetron electrodes that 
"are arranged with the magnetron faces facing the circumferential surface of the 
drum and at a same distance therefrom, the lengths of the magnetron faces 
extending parallel to a drum axis and the widths of the magnetron faces extending 
substantially tangential to the circumferential surface". As Fu also does not teach 
the use of a drum, such spatial relationships between magnetron faces and a drum 
are also not taught. 

For at least the reasons stated above, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of claims 1 1 and 12 is respectfully requested. 

In light of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the present application 
is in a condition for allowance and notice to that effect is hereby requested. If it is 
determined that the application is not in a condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
invited to initiate a telephone interview with the undersigned attorney to expedite 
prosecution of the present application. 

If there are any additional fees resulting from this communication, please 

charge same to our Deposit Account No. 18-0160, our Order No. FRR-16006. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RANKIN, HILL, PORTER & CLARK LLP 

By /James A. Balazs/ 

James A. Balazs, Reg. No. 47401 

38210 Glenn Avenue 
Willoughby, Ohio 44094-7808 
(216) 566-9700 
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